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Abstract

In the United States, entrepreneurs assume a pivotal role in creating jobs, driving
innovation and productivity growth, and contributing to the success of the national
economy. An often-overlooked segment of this population, Veterans of the U.S. Armed
Forces create nearly $1 trillion in cash receipts, employ nearly six million Americans, and
lead one of every six entrepreneurial initiatives. This study was an investigation of the
founder social identities of the 10% of veterans who become entrepreneurs: Darwinism,
communitarian, and missionary. Additionally, this study was a means to assess the
relationship between specific identities, innovation, financing pattern, and entrepreneurial
commitment among veteran entrepreneurs. The analysis showed that participants were
significantly more likely to identify with Darwinism than communitarian or missionary
social identity types. There was no significant difference between the communitarian and
missionary social identity types. Regarding the effect of social identity type on
commitment to entrepreneurship, the Darwinian social identity type positively predicted
commitment when controlling for the other predictors. Testing the effect of social identity
type on innovation using three multiple regression models did not predict a significant
amount of variance in the mean of the innovation scale. A multiple regression testing the
effects of social identity type on complexity of financing methods showed that identity type
had no impact on the complexity of financing methods. Veterans often reflect the best of
society as men and women who chose to serve their nation. Identity is central to the
entrepreneurial process as it influences the firm formation and effects. Although several
scholars have highlighted identity as an essential predictor of entrepreneurial success, few
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have investigated social identity in the context of entrepreneurship. This study was the first
effort, to the best of my knowledge, to examine the social identity of veteran entrepreneurs.
Its potential contribution is to aid in better understanding the potential strengths and
vulnerabilities that characterize the motivations, challenges, barriers, successes, and
resource needs of veteran entrepreneurs. In addition, the findings could have meaningful
implications that can encourage and support successful veteran entrepreneurship for
decades to come.
Keywords: entrepreneurship; social identity; veterans
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Introduction

The entrepreneurial spirit is deeply engrained within the United States.
Entrepreneurs are consequential to the U.S. economy, making vital contributions to job
creation, innovation, and productivity growth. According to a study by Babson College’s
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Bosma et al., 2019), nearly 27 million Americans are
either running or launching their own business enterprises (Lange et al., 2018). Veteran
entrepreneurs represent 9.1% of all entrepreneurial firms within the United States, or nearly
2.5 million (Sobota, 2017). The number increases to 3.1 million veteran-owned businesses
nationwide (11.3% nationwide) when including coowners (Boldon et al., 2017). Veterans
are more inclined to own a business than nonveterans (Fairlie, 2012; Hipple & Hammond,
2016; Lichtenstein, 2013; Sobota & Lichtenstein, 2012). Veteran-owned businesses are a
historically significant and increasing segment of new enterprise creation (Lichtenstein,
2013; Sobota & Lichtenstein, 2012).
Veteran-owned establishments create nearly $1 trillion in cash receipts and hire
nearly six million Americans (Cumberland, 2017). According to the U.S. Small Business
Administration, there is about one veteran-owned firm for every ten veterans, and veteranowned firms employ 5.8 million individuals (SBA; Sobota & Lichtenstein, 2012). Veterans
are more likely to start a business than nonveterans. In a study sponsored by SBA’s Office
of Advocacy, Fairlie (2004) found that veterans had a higher rate of self-employment than
nonveterans from 1979 to 2003. From 2007 to 2012, total veteran business ownership rose
by more than 100,000 firms nationwide (Boldon et al., 2017).
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In 2020, the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs reported 19.5 million U.S. Armed
Forces veterans, projecting this population to decline to 13.6 million by 2048, a reduction
of more than 30%. Although veterans account for less than 10% of the total U.S. adult
population (Bialik, 2017), they have a higher participation rate in entrepreneurial activities.
The reasons for the percentage difference are many amid complexities of successfully
engaging within an entrepreneurial framework. Military service was shown to be
significant to a number of successful entrepreneurs, including Walmart founder Sam
Walton, Forbes publisher Malcolm Forbes, and FedEx founder Fred Smith (Kerrick et al.,
2014).
Veterans’ desire to engage in entrepreneurship is not surprising, given the skills
they build in the military. In particular, they exhibit strengths in discipline and time
management and have extensive training in leadership and teamwork (Hope et al., 2011).
Military grounding prepares individuals to be leaders, work synergistically, and adapt to
unpredictable and uncertain situations, valuable experiences that might lead veterans to
start a business (Heinz et al., 2017). Veterans possess skills making them efficacious
leaders, enabling them to build teams, and giving them the ability to communicate their
vision and develop plans (Boldon et al., 2017). Furthermore, entrepreneurship appeals to
veterans due to their impulse to achieve and ease with uncertain settings. Veteran
entrepreneurs are often better equipped with cross-cultural and global experience. Their
technical skills and training are more developed than nonveterans, making them especially
inclined to manage their own enterprises (Hoppenfeld et al., 2013). Set apart from the
general due to a strong desire to serve their country, veterans are often interested in
evaluating and understanding their social identity in carrying out their initiative.
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Founder’s’ social identity is linked to veteran entrepreneurs’ personal identity as it
relates to their behavior and actions (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Franke et al., 2006; Pan et
al., 2019; Powell & Baker, 2014; Rutherford, 2021). As Sieger et al. (2016) noted when
measuring the social identity of entrepreneurs, “Given that founders can put a lot of
‘themselves’ into their enterprising activities, new firms become important reflections of
the meanings that founders associate with entrepreneurship” (p. 2). Entrepreneurs see this
reflection of self in their businesses but might not realize the multidimensional perspective
of their social identity. Despite extensive research on entrepreneurs in general, there have
been fewer analyses of individuals who have served in the U.S. Armed Forces and
subsequently launched a business.

Research Questions and Contributions

The purpose of this study was to better understand veteran entrepreneurs’ founders’
social identities and gather information on veteran entrepreneurs. The overall research
question was: What is the founders’ social identity of veteran entrepreneurs and its relation
to innovation, financing patterns, and entrepreneurial commitment? The research had a
twofold approach, with an exploration of founders’ social identity followed the relationship
between specific identities, innovation, financing patterns and entrepreneurial commitment
of veteran entrepreneurs. This study contributed to the understanding of veteran
entrepreneurs by investigating the (a) founders’ social identity of veteran entrepreneurs,
(b) relationship between founders’ social identity and innovation, (c) relationship between
founders’ social identity and veteran entrepreneurs’ financing patterns, and (d) relationship
between founders’ social identity and veteran entrepreneurial commitment.
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It is of significant interest to better understand, evaluate, and identify any
correlations between those who have given of themselves in service to their nation and
their connection to one of the “three pure types of founder social identities – labelled the
‘Darwinian,’ the ‘Communitarian,’ and the ‘Missionary’ social identities” (Brewer &
Gardner, 1996, as cited in Sieger et al., 2016, p. 3). Information from this study could aid
in better understanding the strengths and vulnerabilities that characterize the motivations,
challenges, barriers, successes, and resource needs of veteran entrepreneurs, a significant
yet understudied subset of the U.S. economy. In addition, the findings hold meaningful
implications to encourage and support successful veteran entrepreneurship.

Theoretical Background and Literature Review

The literature review presents entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial identity and theory,
veterans as entrepreneurs, founders’ social identity, innovation, finance, and
entrepreneurial commitment.

Entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurship is the control and deployment of resources to create an innovative
economic organization for the purpose of gain or growth under conditions of risk and
uncertainty (Low & McMillan, 1988). The word entrepreneurship stems from the French
verb entreprendre and the German word Unternehmen, which together translate to
“undertake” (Cunningham & Lischeron, 1991). Cantillon (1755/1997), an Irish economist,
was the first to use the formal theoretical use of the concept of entrepreneurship. With a
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focus on merchants, Cantillon defined an entrepreneur as assuming the risk of purchasing
items at specific prices in the present to sell at uncertain prices in the future. After Cantillon,
Say (1816) broadened the classification to incorporate factors of production, also stating
that the entrepreneur should have unique individual qualities (Cole, 1946; Stevenson &
Jarillo, 1990). Later, Schumpeter (1934), referred as the father of modern entrepreneurial
thought, defined entrepreneurship as “enterprise” and functions of entrepreneurship as
“entrepreneurs.” Kirzner (1973) presented a complementary notion, emphasizing the
entrepreneurial process related to venture ideation.
Gartner (1985, 1988) and Drucker (1985) described entrepreneurship as the
creation of a new firm or new venture within an existing firm (Bygrave & Hofer, 1992;
Cooper, 1979; Gartner, 1988, 1990; Vesper, 1982) and operating the firm (Georgellis &
Wall, 2000; Glaeser, 2007; Goetz & Rupasingha, 2009; Parker, 1996; Shrestha et al.,
2007). Entrepreneurship is a dynamic and complex phenomenon with multiple purposes
(Bruyat & Pierre-Andre, 2000). An entrepreneur is any person who takes primary
responsibility for mobilizing people and other resources to initiate, give purpose to, build,
and manage a new organization (Mintzberg, 1973; Pettigrew, 1979). Eckhardt and Shane
(2003) classified an entrepreneur as someone who identifies, evaluates, and exploits
opportunities. Entrepreneurs establish businesses using planned exploration and
exploitation of opportunities (Bhave, 1994; Kirzner, 1979; Mintzberg, 1973; Oviatt &
McDougall, 2005; Peterson, 1985; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000) and develop a niche in
the market or build a strategy to satisfy some need (Garfield, 1986). Entrepreneurs are
driven by personal vision, goals, principles, values, and ideas about how things should be
(Schein, 2004). Entrepreneurs are keen to develop innovations, opportunities, and market-
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driving behavior (Schindehutte et al., 2008). They are eager to perceive an opportunity and
create an organization to pursue it (Bygrave, 1994; Ogbor, 2000).
The traits most often referred to as characteristic of entrepreneurs incorporate the
desire for independence (Amit et al., 2001; Collins & Moore, 1964; Douglas & Shepherd,
2002; Schwienbacher, 2008; Shepherd et al., 2015; Souitaris et al., 2020), locus of control
(Brockhaus, 1975, 1980; Shapero, 1975), creativity (Wilken, 1979), and risk-taking
propensity (Begley & Boyd, 1987; Brockhaus, 1980; Cantillon, 1755/1997, McClelland,
1961; McClelland & Winter, 1969; Mill, 1884; Palmer, 1971; Wilken, 1979).
Characteristics related to career opportunities are family relations and psychic well-being
(Liles, 1974; Sarachek, 1978), need for achievement (Begley & Boyd, 1987; McClelland,
1961), credible role models (Bygrave, 1995; Shapero, 1975), resource coordination (Say,
1816), proactive character (Rauch et al., 2009; Rauch & Frese, 2007; Tan, 2008),
innovation (Schumpeter, 1934), bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005), effectuation
(Sarasvathy, 2001), and improvization (Hmieleski & Corbett, 2006). Many of these traits
could have broader impacts, particularly on new venture creation (McDougall et al., 1994;
Mitchell, 1994). Gartner (1990) described entrepreneurship as comprising the
entrepreneur, innovation, organization creation, value creation, profit or nonprofit, growth,
uniqueness, and owner-management. Other attributes consist of relatively elevated
perseverance and goal-setting levels along with a high self-confidence and energy level
(Van Eeden et al., 2005; Zhao et al., 2005). The passion for challenges and pursuit of
significance in founders’ activities are also traits of entrepreneurs (Malach-Pines et al.,
2002). Contrary to firm managers, entrepreneurs place a higher value on freedom,
autonomy, and independence (Rauch et al., 2009; Rauch & Frese, 2007; Fagenson, 1993).
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Entrepreneurs are sometimes portrayed as nonconformists or “lone wolves” who
do not fit into traditional organizations (Henderson, 1974). Largely, individuals are driven
to entrepreneurship because of their desire for independence—in other words, working the
way they want to work (Kuratko et al., 2011; Douglas & Fitzsimmons, 2005), becoming
their own boss, filling a market need (Haryanto & Priyanto, 2013; McCardle, 2005),
financial independence (Nicolae & Ion, 2012), or need for work-life balance (Jayawarna et
al., 2011).

Entrepreneurial Identity and Theory

Mathias and Williams (2018) described entrepreneurial identity as a multitude of
“meaningful and self-defining” entrepreneur role-related properties (p. 263). Identity is
central to the entrepreneurial process (Down & Warren, 2008; Hoang & Gimeno, 2010;
Shepherd & Haynie, 2009). Entrepreneurial identities are cognitive representations of
understandings and behavioral prescriptions that allow individuals to realize what it means
to be an entrepreneur (Hoang & Gimeno, 2010). These identities significantly influence
how entrepreneurs feel, think, and act (present) and what they aim to accomplish (future;
Obschonka et al., 2012).
The entrepreneurial identity developed out of various foundational theories, such
as identity theory (Stryker, 1968; Stryker & Burke, 2000; Stryker & Serpe, 1982), role
identity theory (McCall & Simmons, 1978), social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979),
narrative theory (Bruner, 1987, 1991; Ricoeur, 2012), and identity work theory (Snow &
Anderson, 1987; Sveningsson & Alvesson, 2003). This early foundational work stems from
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various conventional disciplinaries, including sociology, social psychology, philosophy,
and management (Leitch & Harrison, 2016).
From the lenses of identity theory and role identity theory, entrepreneurial identity
appears as “internalized meanings and expectations associates with a role” (Stryker &
Burke, 2000, p. 289). Social identity is an enterprising individual’s way of understanding
experiences and behavior preferences centered on the position of self-categorization as a
group member (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). People with an entrepreneurial identity feel a
strong need to differentiate themselves from other members of society (Shepherd &
Haynie, 2009), yet they also have the fundamental psychological desire to fit in a group
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
Narrative identity theory is defined as the result of, and understanding in, narrative
accounts of individuals’ past, present, and future (Hytti, 2005) “produced through dialogs
with clients, suppliers, employees, and family in a processual fashion” (Essers &
Benschop, 2007, p. 52). In identity work theory, defining entrepreneurs’ identity is based
on self-related accounts of how individuals express and negotiate who they are (Navis &
Glynn, 2011).
To better understand the conceptions and insights of entrepreneurs and their
influence in shaping firm formation process and its effects, many scholars have focused on
the identity theory of entrepreneurs (e.g., Cardon et al., 2009; Conger et al., 2012; Farmer
et al., 2011; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Hoang & Gimeno, 2010; Murnieks & Mosakowski,
2007; Navis & Glynn, 2011; Shepherd & Haynie, 2009). There has been significantly more
research on the role identity of entrepreneurs (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Powell & Baker,
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2014) than other entrepreneurial identity theories. For instance, despite the growing
significance of social identity in the literature (Stets & Burke, 2000), studies of social
identity theory’s application to research on entrepreneurship are more recent (Fauchart &
Gruber, 2011; Powell & Baker, 2014). Furthermore, as Fauchart and Gruber (2011)
indicated, the “social aspects of a founder’s self-concept are likely to be of importance in
entrepreneurship because firm creation is an inherently social activity, and organizations
are themselves social constructions” (Whetten & Mackey, 2002, p. 397). Whereas research
shows identity as an essential predictor of entrepreneurs’ decisions and actions (Cardon et
al., 2009; Hoang & Gimeno, 2010; Murnieks & Mosakowski, 2007; Navis & Glynn, 2011;
Shepherd & Haynie, 2009), limited studies have addressed social identity in the context of
entrepreneurship. This gap presented an opportunity to focus on social identity theory to
further understand the founders as enterprising people and the business enterprise
formation process and impacts specific to U.S. veteran entrepreneurs.

Veterans as Entrepreneurs

Military service has a positive effect on self-employment (Hope et al., 2011;
Moutray, 2007). Career veterans are more likely to own a business (Fairlie, 2012; Hope et
al., 2011), with more military veterans seeking entrepreneurship opportunities. Veterans
have higher rates of self-employment than nonveterans (Fairlie, 2004). Veterans are more
likely to engage in entrepreneurship because of reduced employment alternatives or other
motivations (Solomon, 2012). Veterans are at least 45% more likely to be self-employed
than those with no active-duty military experience (Hope et al., 2011). High-impact
entrepreneurs have significant self-efficacy, need achievement, are comfortable with
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autonomy and uncertainty, and make good decisions in dynamic environments. Research
shows that these qualities are typical of military service members and veterans who have
self-selected to join the military (Baron, 2007). They are persons with a great need for
achievement who exhibit high levels of self-efficacy, trust, and comfort with autonomy
and the dynamic decision-making processes.
The veterans’ dissatisfaction with civilian life drives them to self-employment
(Boldon & Maury, 2017). Elder and Hareven (1994) identified military service as a leading
influence in shifting an individual’s life-course direction and prospects. Veterans are
already distinct from the members of general society due to their desire to serve their
country. Mangum and Ball (1987) discovered considerable skills transfer between militaryprovided training and civilian occupation. The relevant training, competencies, skills, and
experience that veterans received in the military include enhanced leadership experiences
(Korn Ferry Institute, 2017), experience with team-based projects (Goodwin et al., 2018),
cross-cultural and international experience and aptitude (Goldberg & Warner, 1987), and
resilience and effective responses to stress (Adler & Saboe, 2017; Haynie, 2016; McGeary,
2011). They have transferable skills (Hardison et al., 2017) that are highly effective when
starting a business or managing an existing enterprise (Fugle, 2014), including comfort in
ambiguous, discontinuous, or stressful environments (Hardison & Shanley, 2016),
experience building trusting relationships (Haynie & Dean, 2011); management (Chandler,
1996; Hoad & Rosko, 1964; Lant & Mezias, 1990; Roure & Maidique, 1986), team
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; McMillan et al., 1985; McGee et al., 1995; Roure & Keeley,
1990; Roure & Maidique, 1986; Stuart & Abetti, 1990), knowledge, skills, and abilities
(Bull & Willard, 1993; Chandler & Hanks, 1994; Dutton & Jackson, 1987; Mitchell, 1994).
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Military commanders acknowledge the need to permeate the military culture, recognize
opportunities, and exploit opportunities aggressively, which facilitates creative and
innovative procedures across levels of command (Hasik, 2016).
Entrepreneurial qualities such as dedication, leadership, planning, and teamwork
are evident in veterans (Red Herring, 2000). In addition to having exceptional leadership
skills, veterans are apt to possess the qualities critical for a successful entrepreneur
(Cohany, 1992; Hardison & Shanley, 2016; Haynie, 2012, 2016): (a) an accelerated
learning curve, (b) internal motivation, (c) the ability to work well without close
supervision, (d) an understanding of the value of teamwork, (e) an awareness of diversity
and inclusion in action, (f) the ability to perform under pressure, (g) strong technical skills,
(h) integrity, (i) the ability to triumph over adversity and demonstrate resilience, (j)
adaptability, (k) perseverance, (l) self-reliance, (m) a strong work ethic, (n) strategies and
personalities make them values-driven, objective-focused, and quick learners, (o) the skills
and ability to be high-impact decision-makers, (p) flexibility and the ability to work in
stressful, fast-paced, dynamic environments, and (q) experience with culturally diverse and
global working environments.
Military skills allow individuals to deliver instruction to lead others and be prepared
in handling crises (Waldman Associates & REDA International, 2004). Additionally,
military service prepares individuals to develop and effectively convey their vision. All of
these skills are vital for successful entrepreneurs. Michele Markey, the Vice President of
Kauffman FastTrac, the largest foundation in the United States devoted to
entrepreneurship, stated, “Veterans possess some of the most important skills needed to
become successful entrepreneurs such as leadership experience, and the ability to calculate
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risk, manage teams and take initiative” (“Kauffman Entrepreneurship Training,” p.1). In
researching veterans’ mental health, Kelley et al. (2012) found that veterans subjected to
combat in the course of their service are more inclined to participate in risk-taking
behaviors after returning home. In addition, efficacious entrepreneurs have common
discernible traits, such as the propensity to engage in risks, creativity, and leadership
(Baron, 2007; Gupta et al., 2004; Koh, 1996; Ward, 2004). These traits are necessary for
efficacious entrepreneurs to develop vision, execute ideas, and take risks, which often
correlate with developing an idea into a sustainable business (Thompson et al., 2000).
Military veterans tend to display elevated levels of resilient behavior and can
rebound from failure more quickly and entirely than those who have not served (McGeary,
2011). This resilience gives veterans an advantage in environments with expected
intermediate or severe failures, such as new product development, early-stage ventures,
sales, and high-technology ventures (Haynie, 2016). Avrahami and Lerner (2003) found a
relationship between serving in combat and risk-taking propensity, leading service
members to be more likely entrepreneurs. The combat unit experience cultivates a variety
of personal behavioral characteristics, such as taking initiative, risk-taking, flexibility, fast
adaptation to a new environment, mutual support, and self-efficacy (Dvir, 1998; Gal,
1986).
Based on Syracuse University’s Institute for Veterans & Military Families 2020
National Survey of Military Affiliated Entrepreneurs, nearly 61% of men and women who
join the military have ambitions to start their own businesses. In addition, the military
training they receive reinforces and drives them to make career choices augmented by their
experiences. This drive encourages an interest in evaluating and understanding the social
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identity of veteran entrepreneurs as they align themselves with starting and running their
own businesses.
Veteran entrepreneurial activity can vary by the individual’s age and length of
service (Fairlie, 2012; Hope et al., 2011). A veteran entrepreneur is generally older than
the national average. Federal data show that older veterans are more inclined to own a
business than younger veterans (Hope et al., 2011), perhaps because they perceive business
start-ups as a second career after extensive military service. Veteran entrepreneurs also
tend to earn more than nonveteran entrepreneurs (Haynes, 2014). According to a survey by
the U.S. Census Bureau (n.d.), 74% of veteran business owners were 55 and over, 26%
were 55–64, and 48% were 65 or older. The top five U.S. states for veteran-owned
businesses are California, Texas, Florida, New York, and Georgia (Eha, 2013; see Table
1).
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Table 1
Top Five States for Veteran-Owned Businesses
Geographical area

Veteran-owned

% of all firms

(at least 51%)
California

239,658

10%

Texas

199,615

8%

Florida

176,744

7%

New York

127,295

5%

Georgia

97,859

4%

Veteran entrepreneurs face similar challenges to nonveterans when seeking to
obtain capital, accessing network opportunities, and finding mentors (Boldon & Maury,
2017).
A large percentage of veteran-owned businesses in the United States are in the
industries of (a) finance and insurance, (b) transportation and warehousing, (c) mining and
oil and gas, and (d) construction (Eha, 2013). Veterans often succeed in franchise
enterprises due to the predetermined rules and boundaries for effective operations, allowing
for the natural application of veterans’ military-learned skills and abilities (McDermott et
al., 2015). For veteran entrepreneurs to be successful, they must be able to conduct market
research strategies during the startup and growth stages, acquire knowledge and implement
human resource management, and attain external small business assistance (Chamberland,
2015).
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Entrepreneurship is appealing to veterans due to their drive to achieve and ease with
uncertain settings. High-achieving entrepreneurs tend to demonstrate quality decisionmaking in chaotic situations, confidence, independence, and high self-efficacy (Hipple &
Hammond, 2016), attributes frequently observed in service members and veterans
(Institute for Veterans and Military Families, 2012). Veteran entrepreneurs are seemingly
better equipped with cross-cultural and global experience and technical skills and training
more developed than nonveterans, making them exceptional candidates to manage their
own enterprises (Hoppenfeld et al., 2013).
Military grounding prepares individuals to be leaders, work synergistically, and
adapt to unpredictable and uncertain situations, and this valuable experience may convince
veterans to start their own businesses (Heinz et al., 2017). Furthermore, veterans may
possess skills that make them efficacious leaders, enable them to build teams, and give
them the ability to communicate their vision and originate plans (Boldon et al., 2017).

Founders’ Social Identity

Founders’ social identity is linked to veteran entrepreneurs’ personal identity,
specific to the enterprising individual’s behavior and actions (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011;
Franke et al., 2006; Pan et al., 2019; Powell & Baker, 2014; Rutherford, 2021). Founders’
traits and visions significantly influence the establishment of new enterprises (Brändle et
al., 2018). With their vision and ideals, founders have considerable strategic influence on
organizational leadership (Chen et al., 1997; Shrivastava, 1995) and change (Bygrave,
1995; Bygrave & Hofer, 1992; Gibb, 1996; Humble et al., 1994). Scholars have found a
strong correlation between entrepreneurial identity and entrepreneurial exploitations,
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actions, and outcomes (Cardon et al., 2009; Hoang & Gimeno, 2010; Shepherd & Haynie,
2009). Entrepreneurs’ social identity considerably affects the kind of opportunity founders
exploit (Laskovaia et al., 2017; Wry & York, 2017; York et al., 2016), the strategic
decisions they deem suitable, and the value contribution of their new enterprises (Fauchart
& Gruber, 2011). Individuals engage in entrepreneurial activity for different reasons and
with various motivations (Hessels et al., 2008; Shane et al., 2003) and may develop
different entrepreneurial identities (Hytti & Heinonen, 2013). Entrepreneurs’ social
identity affects a variety of fundamental entrepreneurial decisions, such as strategic choices
about market segments, customer and competitor orientation, production methods
(Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Powell & Baker, 2014; Rutherford, 2021), decisions related to
opportunity type (Wry & York, 2017; York et al., 2016), preferences for effectual or causal
behavior (Alsos et al., 2016), and environmental adaptations at the firm level (Zuzul &
Tripsas, 2020). Social identity theory enables the prediction of behavioral selections and
human actions (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Individuals attain a level of awareness about
themselves through social categorization. Gioia (1998) defined identity as “a general, if
individualized, framework for understanding oneself that is formed and sustained via social
interaction” (p. 19).
Social identity theory has its origins in the discipline of psychology. The concept
of social identity is “that part of an individual’s self-concept which derives from his
knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups) together with the emotional
significance attached to that membership” (Tajfel, 1974, p. 69). The theory offers a lens
through which types of entrepreneurial identities become apparent as they relate to
differences in social motivation, self-evaluation, and the frame of reference as an
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entrepreneur (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Social identity theory is thus concerned with the
social identities acquired from group memberships (Brown, 2000; Mills & Pawson, 2012).
Such identities are socially specified and include specific norms a person must follow
(Chasserio et al., 2014). Social identity theory presents the structure and function of
identity correlated with individuals’ social relationships and, in particular, their
membership in groups or social categories (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Fauchart and Gruber
(2011) classified firm founders as belonging to one of three “pure” types of founder
identity: (a) Darwinian, (b) communitarian, and (c) missionary. The founders can also have
a “hybrid” identity, which combines different elements of the pure types. The typology
stems from three identity dimensions: basic social motivation, the basis of self-evaluation,
and frame of reference/relevant others. The three identities span the spectrum of pure
founder identities, indicating social relationships in terms of personal and symbolic
interaction with others and the level of social inclusiveness.
Founders with a Darwinian identity represent the idea of the “classic entrepreneur,”
the view of entrepreneurship with founders’ actions conceptualized as intentional. The
primary goal is to establish a strong and successful business and a focus on ensuring the
firm’s success (Van Praag, 1999). Founders with a Darwinian identity view competition in
their ecosystem as the most crucial external point of reference in their social universe. They
focus on competition with other firms and are driven by financial self-interest (Sieger et
al., 2016). These characteristics align with those of an entrepreneur to identify and exploit
opportunities in a marketplace (Camisón-Haba et al., 2019) for self-economic gain through
financial performance and social output (de la Cruz et al., 2018; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011).
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Darwinians are highly confident in their abilities and believe they have what it takes to
organize and operationalize their ventures (Brändle et al., 2018; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011).
Entrepreneurship is associated with growth and subsequently generating wealth for
the proprietors (Hitt et al., 2011). Firms generate wealth for the founders and shareholders
(Caseiro & Coelho, 2019). Consequently, founders with Darwinian identities are motivated
by economic self-interest and the need to create robust, profitable firms, pursuing business
performance in the broadest sense (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Founders with
communitarian and missionary identities differ from the norm in fundamental ways.
Communitarians perceive their firms as social entities that support and are
supported by a distinct community because of jointly beneficial relationships.
Communitarians can be linked to the idea of “the user entrepreneur” indicated by Shah and
Tripsas (2007), suggesting that users falter on an idea through their own use and then share
it with their community. User entrepreneurs focus their endeavors on the betterment of the
community (Nielsen & Lassen, 2012). The process engages a collective creative activity
prior to venture creation within the user community (Alsos et al., 2016). Because
communitarian identity is highly correlated with the social group to which founders belong,
the founders make decisions based on who they are related to their affiliated social identity
group. They seek to do business with communities they firmly identify with and define
success as delivering value to their community (Ko & Kim, 2020) As communitarian
founders relate deeply to their community affiliation, they do not want to exasperate
community members; such sentiments could lead to anxiety and diminished confidence
about their abilities (Brändle et al., 2018).
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Communitarians concentrate on products and business development, personal
interest associated with effectual conduct (Alsos et al., 2016; Sarasvathy & Dew, 2005), or
effectuation, as described by Sarasvathy (2001, 2008). According to effectuation theory as
it relates to the concept of social identity (Alsos et al., 2016; Nielsen & Lassen, 2012; York
et al., 2016), people have a somewhat clear, rational awareness of who they are from the
beginning of the entrepreneurial process, and they advance based on this awareness
(Sarasvathy, 2001).
Missionary leaders view their firms as political entities to cultivate a particular
cause for the advantage of society at large. They emphasize social goals. Entrepreneurs
with a missionary identity strongly believe their firms act in some capacity as agents of
change in society (Alsos et al., 2016; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011) and engage in their social
ambitions (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Wagenschwanz, 2021). They start firms to advance
a greater cause and prioritize acting responsibly. Therefore, missionary leaders’ motives
are closely linked to social entrepreneurship (Bacq & Janssen, 2011) and social
entrepreneurial identity. These founders feel directly accountable for advancing society
and seek to personally influence the well-being of others (Brändle et al., 2018). In this way,
social entrepreneurs contribute to their communities and societies considerably by
implementing business models that deliver innovative solutions to complicated societal
problems (New York University’s Stern School, 2005) in uncertain, unreliable markets
(Mitchell et al., 2000). Missionaries will embark on entrepreneurship only if they foresee
success in accomplishing their primary task: positively influencing society (Brändle et al.,
2018). Research suggests that missionary identity combines the quests of social and
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financial goals with contradictory rationalities and internal conflicts for missionary
entrepreneurs (Wry & York, 2017).
Fauchart and Gruber (2011) noted that founders work and behave in ways
consistent with their identities and thereby impose their self-concepts on key dimensions
of their emerging firms. Fauchart and Gruber’s findings have crucial implications for firms’
early stages of opportunity identification processes, firm creation outcomes, and firm
founders as enterprising individuals.

Innovation

Entrepreneurs play a vital role in launching innovations into the market. Innovation
is defined as the development and implementation of new ideas by people who, over time,
engage in transactions with others within an institutional order (Ven, 1986). Eighteenthcentury philosopher Jeremy Bentham defined an entrepreneur as the projector, innovator,
and tinkerer who boosts efficiency, slashes costs, and is a principal creator of utility (Hébert
& Link, 2009).
Most innovation output is attributable to the entrepreneurs (Gross & Allen, 2003)
who give rise to economic and social change, contributing to economic development and
wealth (Greenhalgh & Rogers, 2010; Wennekers & Thurik, 1999). Drucker (1993)
associated innovation to entrepreneurship and stated,
Entrepreneurs innovate. Innovation is the specific instrument of entrepreneurship.
It is the act that endows resources with new capacity to create wealth. Innovation
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indeed creates a resource. There is no such thing as a “resource” until man finds a
use for something in nature and thus endows it with economic value. (p. 30)
Innovation factors are largely related to key entrepreneurial issues, such as the
generation or adoption of new ideas, entrepreneurial behaviors, transactions, and
institutional context refinements (Jie et al., 2016). Innovation is an essential source of
competitive advantage and firm survival (Barney, 1991; Baumol, 2002; Martins et al.,
2015). The competitive character of the market is dependent on the entrepreneur’s
innovation (Kirzner, 2013). Innovation allows entrepreneurs to create value and embrace
business opportunities (Li & Si, 2007; Suddaby et al., 2015). Entrepreneurs are vital in
introducing innovations to the market while exploring novel combinations of resources to
create new products and services (Schumpeter, 1934). Entrepreneurs engage in various
forms of innovation, including product-market innovations, innovative technologies
processes, and novel organizational design (Aldrich, 1999; Cliff et al., 2006; Davidsson &
Wiklund, 2007).
Psychological research shows that personality traits, such as how individuals think
and act (Arenius & Minniti, 2005; Baron, 1998), differentiate entrepreneurs’ focus on
accomplishment (i.e., innovating) from those who imitate others’ behavior (Aldrich, 1999).
Organization professionals, together with military professionals, acknowledge the ongoing
need to change institutional and organizational structures to elicit innovation (Arquillia &
Ronfelt, 2000; MacGregor, 1997, 2003). The degree of innovation between entrepreneurial
firms could vary considerably; accordingly, this was a study to identify how these
differences relate to the founders’ social identity of veteran entrepreneurs.
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Financing

Entrepreneurs often need significant amounts of financial capital to create and
sustain business growth. Financial resources are critical for ventures to form and grow
(Cassar, 2004). New entrepreneurs often rely heavily on traditional external debts sources,
including bank financing (Robb & Robinson, 2014); however, others use financial
bootstrapping and bricolage to create and grow flourishing firms (Baker & Nelson, 2005;
Winborg & Landström, 2001). Financial market globalization has enabled worldwide
investor funding (Devigne et al., 2013; Mäkelä & Maula, 2005). In addition, newer sources
of financing have emerged, such as venture capital and angel financing (Bruton et al.,
2015). These sources include accelerators and incubators, proof-of-concept centers,
university-based seed funds, crowdfunding platforms, and IP-based financing. The
emergence of new funding sources has affected the entrepreneurial environment.
Although the literature on entrepreneurial finance has grown substantially over the
past 2 decades in capturing the sources of capital for entrepreneurs (e.g., Chemmanur &
Fulghieri, 2014; De Bettignies & Brander, 2007; Denis, 2004; Zhang, 2014), very little
research has been specific to the area of veteran entrepreneurs’ financing, especially as it
relates to the types of financing patterns and financing used by veterans. This study was a
means to identify the sources of capital and financing patterns of the veteran entrepreneurs
and how different combinations support (or harm) veteran-owned ventures.
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Entrepreneurial Commitment

Entrepreneurial commitment measures the focus and dedication of veteran
entrepreneurs to their business ventures. Focus is the extent to which an entrepreneur sets
aside other pursuits to create and own a business and work for the health of the venture.
Commitment refers to the extent to which an entrepreneur spends time and resources on
venture creation with a passion for development and growth (Liao et al., 2005).
Entrepreneurial commitments influence the organization and timely execution of
entrepreneurial tasks and structure how entrepreneurs create their new business enterprises
(Hopp & Sonderegger, 2015).
Studies have shown that entrepreneurial commitment positively affects start-ups
and is an essential contributor to firm performance (e.g., Abdul-Halim et al., 2010; Basu et
al., 2009; Cohen, 2006; De Clercq et al., 2009; Fang Wua & Cavusgil, 2006; Littunen,
2000; Muda et al., 2011; Simon et al., 2002), new venture establishments (Fayolle, 2007),
entrepreneurial munificence (Tang, 2008), new product development (Chiang et al., 2013;
Schmidt & Calantone, 2002), internalization (Sleuwaegen & Onkelinx, 2014),
entrepreneurial behavior, and motivation impact (Tasnim, 2014; Tasnim et al., 2013).
Entrepreneurial commitment influences how entrepreneurs perceive and engage in
entrepreneurial activities. Gundry and Welsch (2001) found that “ambitious” entrepreneurs
engaged in high-growth-oriented enterprises possess strong entrepreneurial commitment.
Normative commitment, which is a feeling of obligation to continue employment,
influences the entrepreneurial performance (Tasnim et al., 2013). In comparison, affective
commitment, which refers to the emotional attachment to the organization, plays an
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important role in nurturing entrepreneurial passion and overall business performance. The
continuous commitment is influenced by the entrepreneur’s investments in the project and
the lack of substitutes (Tasnim & Singh, 2016). Additional considerations that foster
entrepreneurial commitment are apparent in the literature on entrepreneurial intention.
With entrepreneurial commitment seen as complementing entrepreneurial intention
(Erikson, 2002), it is necessary to develop present models of the latter to investigate the
former (Parente & Feola, 2013). Nearly all such models consist of the apparent (internal
and external) attractiveness of a prospective startup and its apparent viability (Ajzen, 1991;
Bird, 1988; Krueger et al., 2000; Shapero & Sokol, 1982).
This study was an investigation of whether entrepreneurial commitment predicts
the degree of entrepreneurship, level of commitment, and focus in leading a new entity as
related to the veteran entrepreneur founders’ social identity.

Hypotheses

The research question focused on the influence of founders’ social identity on
innovation, the financing pattern of veteran entrepreneurs, and entrepreneurial
commitment. The study had a two-part approach. After identifying the founders’ social
identity, the research was a means to determine the relationship between specific identities
and innovation, sources of capital of veteran entrepreneurs, and entrepreneurial
commitment.
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Founders’ Social Identity of Veteran Entrepreneurs

Communitarians perceive their firms as social entities that support and are
supported by jointly beneficial relationships (Sieger et al., 2016). This is similar to the
concept that the armed forces are separate and distinct entities, but together, they focus on
their joint relationships to do good for society. According to the Institute for Veterans and
Military Families’ 2020 National Survey of Military Affiliated Entrepreneurs, 34% of
veteran entrepreneurs surveyed reported becoming entrepreneurs out of a desire to support
their communities. This number shows veterans’ instinct to provide service to their
communities. The present study was an examination of whether veterans display a firm
founder social identity that is more communitarian than Darwinian or missionary.

Founders’ Social Identity of Veteran Entrepreneurs and Relation to Innovation

Darwinians’ primary social motivation is pursuing financial self-interest. They
evaluate themselves on the basis of professionalism, and their main frame of reference is
their competition (Sieger et al., 2016). Mitchell (2015) noted that businesses win the
Darwinian game by investing in innovation. Because the specific identity and intrinsic
motivation of entrepreneurs with Darwinian social identity, the study was an exploration
of whether they reported more innovative behaviors. Missionaries’ basic social motivation
is to address a specific social, environmental, or political cause, such as solving injustice
worldwide, enhancing environmental protection, or preventing political crises. Their basis
of self-evaluation is whether they have contributed to making the world a better place, and
their frame of reference is society as a whole (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Based on the
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primary focus of the missionary founder identity, the study’s suggestion was that having a
missionary founders’ social identity would hinder innovation. Thus, there were three
hypotheses proposed:
1. The social identity of veteran entrepreneurs will likely be communitarian.
2. Darwinian social identity is associated with more innovative behaviors than the
communitarian and missionaries.
3. The missionary social identity is associated with fewer innovative behaviors than
the Darwinians and the communitarians.

Founders’ Social Identity of Veteran Entrepreneurs and Relation to Financing
Patterns

This study was an attempt to identify the different sources of start-up capital (equity
and debt), known as financing patterns, utilized by veteran entrepreneurs. The three types
of financing patterns are complex financing, dual financing, and single financing. Complex
financing is when a business uses three or more start-up capital financing sources;
similarly, dual financing entails using two sources of capital, and single financing uses one
source of capital. The founders with a Darwinian identity are focused on competition with
other firms and driven by economic self-interest. Darwinians value a professional,
business-oriented, transactional approach to creating and running a firm and closely
manage their firms according to solid business principles (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011).
Furthermore, Darwinians are more risk-tolerant and thus more willing to engage in
complex financing models.
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Founders with communitarian and missionary identities deviate from that standard
in fundamental ways (Sieger et al., 2016). Communitarians view their firms as social
objects that support and are supported by a particular community based on mutually
beneficial relationships (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Missionaries see their firms as political
objects that can advance a particular cause for the benefit of society at large. Three
hypotheses drove this area of exploration:
4. Veteran entrepreneurs reporting a Darwinian founder social identity are more likely
to diversify risk by utilizing complex financing methods.
5. Veteran entrepreneurs reporting a communitarian founder social identity are more
likely to utilize dual financing methods.
6. Veteran entrepreneurs reporting a missionary founder social identity are more
likely to use single financing methods.

Founders’ Social Identity of Veteran Entrepreneurs and Relation to
Entrepreneurial Commitment

Entrepreneurs with Darwinian founders’ social identity generally engage in
traditional business-oriented transactional activities. Entrepreneurs who fall into this
category focus on establishing strong and profitable firms (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011).
Darwinians’ primary motive is to generate profit and accumulate personal wealth.
Darwinians value a professional, business-oriented, transactional approach to creating and
running a firm and managing it according to solid business principles. Darwinians
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rigorously assess product and market characteristics before making decisions (EstradaCruz
et al., 2019).
Entrepreneurs with communitarian identities are motivated by contributing to the
community with their innovative products and value the support of fellow community
members in their entrepreneurial endeavors (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). This identity
resembles the concept of “user entrepreneur” (Shah & Tripsas, 2007), where users arrive
at ideas through their own use and share them with the community. Communitarian
entrepreneurs facilitate community development and seek their peers’ acknowledgment.
Missionaries are influential representatives of change in society. They engage in new firm
creation to establish a platform to pursue their political visions and advance particular
causes, often social or environmental (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Their goal is generally
not to grow the firm and become rich but to live by the belief that their firm’s behavior can
positively affect the well-being of others. Thus, the following hypothesis was appropriate:
7. Darwinians

have a

higher commitment to

entrepreneurship

than the

communitarians and missionaries.

Method

Two hundred entrepreneurs connected with Centiment and approximately 1,200
entrepreneurs aligned with SC Consulting received invitations to participate in the survey.
Centiment is an online survey platform that connects market researchers with survey
respondents. Centiment uses advanced software that profiles and manages respondents,
enabling researchers to quickly target consumer or business-to-business audiences.
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Chicago-based SC Consulting focuses on the veteran entrepreneurial community, working
closely with veteran entrepreneurs in Illinois Joining Forces, Robert R. McCormick
Foundation, and Blue Star Families (BSF).
Illinois Joining Forces is an intergovernmental agreement between the Illinois
Departments of Veterans’ Affairs and Military Affairs as a statewide, public-private
network of military- and veteran-serving organizations working to improve services for
service members, veterans, and their families. Robert R. McCormick Foundation is part of
the legacy of Col. Robert R. McCormick. One of the foundation’s investment initiatives is
to provide direct services to veterans, families, and organizations building innovative
systems and strengthening networks to help veterans succeed. Military spouses founded
BSF in 2009 to empower military families. With more than 150,000 members in its
network, including chapters and communities worldwide, BSF reaches more than 1.5
million military family members every year.
SC Consulting’s relationships with these organizations provided a significant
number of individuals qualified to serve as a sample for this study to engage with and
analyze veterans who have become successful entrepreneurs and their respective founder
social identities.

Sample and Respondents

Participant recruitment occurred through Centiment and SC Consulting. Centiment,
an online survey platform, distributed the survey to its target audience of 200 participants.
The office of the Chief Executive Officer of SC Consulting sent an email to approximately
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1,200 members of Illinois Joining Forces, Robert R. McCormick Foundation, and BSF
with a request to complete the survey.
The participants followed a link to Qualtrics, a cloud-based survey platform, to
complete the survey. The survey began with an information sheet presenting the study’s
title and purpose, approximate time to complete the survey, confidentiality statement,
voluntary participation statement, and survey administrators’ contact information. Upon
confirming their agreement to participate, individuals were directed to Qualtrics. The
survey consisted of 43 questions and took approximately 11 to 13 minutes to complete.
The questions pertained to social identity, entrepreneurial business characteristics, military
service, innovation, financing patterns, and demographic characteristics. Finally, an openended question allowed participants to share any additional information and comments
about how their military experience impacted their entrepreneurial careers. See Appendix
A for the survey and demographic questions.
The collected data came from participants within the United States who voluntarily
completed the Quartics survey online. All data were confidential, and there were no IP
addresses recorded to prevent capturing any personal or identifying information. The
collected data were carefully scrubbed to ensure the use and analysis of only data provided
by individuals who agreed to participate. Also evaluated were the veteran entrepreneurs’
profiles.
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Development of Questionnaire and Measures

The development of the survey questionnaire was in Qualtrics, a web-based tool to
conduct survey research, evaluation, and data collection. The survey consisted of 43
questions and took approximately 11 to 13 minutes to complete. The major survey sections
were social identity questions, entrepreneurial business characteristics, military service,
innovation,

financing

patterns,

entrepreneurial

commitment,

and

demographic

characteristics. Lastly, there was an open-ended question asking the participants to share
any additional information and comments about how their military experience impacted
their entrepreneurial careers.
The founders’ social identity questions were developed and validated through a
series of analyses following established scale development procedures (Sieger et al., 2016).
The questions underwent testing in 16 countries, including Germany, Italy, Mexico,
Poland, Russia, Spain, Australia, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Alpha
coefficients signified scale reliability ranging from .70–.84 (Sieger et al., 2016), above the
recommended threshold of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978).
The social identity questions were based on social identity theory and a systematic
classification of an entrepreneur’s social identities following the operationalization of
Sieger et al.’s (2016) validated scale. A sample item measuring this construct is, “As a firm
founder, it will be very important to me… (a) to make the world a ‘better place’ (e.g., by
pursuing social justice, protecting the environment), (b) to provide a product/service that
is useful to a group of people that I strongly identify with (e.g., friends, colleagues, club,
community), or (c) to have thoroughly analyzed the financial prospects of my business.”
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The entrepreneurial commitment construct questions were from the Entrepreneurial
Profile Questionnaire, a tool successfully tested and applied in previous research (e.g.,
Gundry & Welsch, 2001; Pistrui et al., 1997, 1998, 2000; Welsch, 1998; Welsch & Pistrui,
1993; Welsch & Roberts, 1994). The Entrepreneurial Profile Questionnaire has been tested
in the United States, Mexico, Russia, Poland, Romania, Hungary (Gundry & Welsch,
2001), and several Baltic countries (Liao et al., 2005). Alpha coefficients signify scale
reliability ranges in the low 70s to low 80s (Pistrui et al., 1997, 2000). The questions in this
section drew on the entrepreneurial commitment measuring the focus and commitment of
the entrepreneur. A sample item measuring this construct is, “Owning my own business is
more important than spending time with my family.”
Some of the entrepreneurial business characteristics questions included type of
business, the business’s legal structure, ownership percentage, and average annual gross
sales. The military service questions consisted of current military status and or affiliation,
branch of service, rank, and number of years of military service. Also taken from the
Entrepreneurial Profile Questionnaire, innovation questions measured the intensity of each
categorization of the founders’ social identity of veteran entrepreneurs and their relation to
innovation. A sample item measuring this construct is, “The management of my firm favors
a strong emphasis on R&D, technological leadership, and innovations.”
The sources of capital questions were means to identify the start-up capital (equity
and debt), known as financing patterns, utilized by the veteran entrepreneurs. This
construct required the respondents to identify all sources of start-up capital from the
following list: personal savings, mortgage or own assets, partners’ contributions, personal
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loan, parents/relatives/friends grants (government or private), venture capital,
crowdfunding, angel/private investors, and any other sources of capital.
The demographic characteristics measured included race/ethnicity, gender, age,
education, marital status, and Zip code. Finally, the survey had an open-ended question for
participants to provide any additional information and comments about how their military
experience impacted their entrepreneurial careers. The survey took place during Fall 2021.
For the complete list of questions, see Appendix A.

Statistical Analyses

The general aim of this study was to operationalize and report on the following: (a)
founders’ social identity of veteran entrepreneurs, (b) the relationship between founders’
social identity and innovation, (c) the relationship between founders’ social identity and
financing patterns, and (d relationship between founders’ social identity and
entrepreneurial commitment.
Table 2 presents the means of testing the hypotheses.
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Table 2
Hypothesis Testing
Hypothesis

Test

1. The social identity of veteran
entrepreneurs will likely be
communitarian.

Examine means among veterans on
each of the three social identity types.

2. Darwinian social identity is associated
with more innovative behaviors than the
communitarian and missionaries.

Multiple regression, with Darwinian,
communitarian, and missionary social
identities as the IVs, and innovation as
the DV. Then test for differences
between the regression coefficients that
are generated for each predictor.

3. The missionary social identity is
associated with fewer innovative
behaviors than the Darwinians and the
communitarians.

Same as H2.

4. Veteran entrepreneurs reporting a
Darwinian founder social identity are
more likely to diversify risk by utilizing
complex financing methods.

Look at the simple regression
coefficient between the IV of
Darwinian social identity (so even the
“low” Darwinians are in the sample)
and the DV of complex financing
methods.

5. Veteran entrepreneurs reporting a
communitarian founder social identity are
more likely to utilize dual financing
methods.

Same as H4.

6. Veteran entrepreneurs reporting a
missionary founder social identity are
more likely to use single financing
methods.

Same as H4.

7. Darwinians have a higher commitment to Same as H4 (but different DV).
entrepreneurship than the communitarians
and missionaries.
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Confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to evaluate the factor structure of the
innovation items and the commitment scale (see Table 3).

Calculating Social Identity Scores

Social identity was measured using three multiple choice questions with three
options corresponding to each identity type: Darwinian, communitarian, and missionary.
The scores for each identity type ranged from 0 to 3. Calculating participants’ scores
entailed counting the number of options per category chosen. For example, if a participant
chose the response option corresponding to Darwinian for all three questions, their scores
would be 3, 0, and 0 for Darwinian, communitarian, and missionary, respectively.

Descriptive Information and Exploratory Analyses

Table 3 shows the descriptive information for the study’s main variables and their
intercorrelations. Several significant correlations among the variables are noteworthy.
Among the three identity types, communitarian was strongly and negatively correlated with
both Darwinian (r[319] = -0.65, p < .01) and missionary identity types (r[319] = -0.51, p <
.01). This finding suggests that higher identification with the communitarian category was
associated with lower identification with Darwinian and missionary types.
The number of financing methods used was positively and significantly correlated
with perceived innovation (r[208] = 0.33, p < .01), number of products/ services/
technologies introduced (r[208] = 0.25, p < .01), and number of patents introduced (r[208]
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= 0.65, p < .01). Therefore, the conclusion was that more complex financing methods are
linked with more innovation.
Commitment was positively and significantly correlated with perceived innovation
(r[224] = 0.30, p < .01), number of products/services/technologies introduced (r[224] =
0.21, p < .01), and number of patents introduced (r[224] = 0.29, p < .01). This implies that
greater commitment is linked to more innovation. Commitment was also significantly and
positively related to the number of financing methods used (r[208] = 0.19, p < .01),
suggesting that more committed founders tend to use more complex financing methods.
Finally, a series of exploratory analyses indicated that age was significantly and
negatively associated with perceived innovation (r[218] = -0.22, p = .001), number of
products/services/technologies introduced by the firm in the last 5 years (r[218] = -0.17, p
= .013), number of patents introduced in the last 5 years (r[218] = -0.37, p < .001), and
number of funding sources (r[218] = -0.32, p < .001).
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Table 3
Descriptive Information and Exploratory Analyses
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1. Darwinian
2. Communitarian

-0.65

3. Missionary

0.04

-0.51

4. Perceived innovation

0.06

0.03

0.01

5. Number of products,
services, or
technologies
introduced

-0.06

0.02

0.04

0.27

6. Number of patents
introduced

0.02

0.001

-0.004

0.35

0.38

7. Number of financing
methods

-0.04

0.08

0.002

0.33

0.25

0.65

8. Commitment

0.19

-0.07

0.01

0.3

0.21

0.29

0.19

M

1.5

0.97

0.81

5.19

2.75

1.9

3.22

3.57

SD

0.99

0.84

0.71

1.4

1.54

1.49

3.27

0.76

Range

0–3

0–3

0–3

1–7

1–6

1–6

1–12

1–5

Note. All correlations in bold are significant the .01 level (2-tailed).
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Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis 1

Testing Hypothesis 1 entailed using a one-way repeated measures analysis of
variance (ANOVA). Mauchly’s test of sphericity indicated that the assumption of
sphericity had been violated, χ2(2) = 0.846, p < .001, necessitating the use of a Greenhouse–
Geisser correction. Overall, there was a highly significant difference in the degree to which
veteran entrepreneurs identified with the three different social identity types, F(1.73,
554.58) = 41.56, p < .001. Post hoc Bonferroni tests showed that participants were
significantly more likely to identify with Darwinism than communitarian (Mdiff = .533, p <
.001) or missionary (Mdiff = .688, p < .001) identity types. There was no significant
difference between the communitarian and missionary identity types.

Hypotheses 2 and 3: Innovation

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to verify the factor structure of all
the innovation items. Specifically, these included two items measuring perceived
innovation rated on a Likert scale: the products/services/technologies introduced by the
firm in the last 5 years and the number of patents introduced in the last 5 years. Based on
past literature, there were two models specified and tested, with maximum likelihood used
to estimate model parameters and fit indices. In Model 1, all items loaded on a single factor.
In Model 2, the two perceived innovation items were allowed to load on one factor, with
the other two items loaded on a separate factor. A test comparing both models showed that
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the two-factor model fit the data significantly better, χ2(1) = 17.28, p < .001. Therefore, for
the subsequent analyses, it was not necessary to aggregate all four items to create an overall
innovation score.

Table 4
Models Tested
χ2

df

p

CFI

NFI

Model 1: One-factor
model

19.511

2

< .001

0.850

0.841

0.197

0.068

Model 2: Two-factor
model

2.234

1

0.135

0.989

0.982

0.074

0.022

Model

RMSEA SRMR

The effect of identity type on innovation (Hypotheses 2 and 3) was tested using
three multiple regression models (see Table 5). The predictors in all models were the three
identity types: Darwinian, communitarian, and missionary. The outcomes (tested in
separate models) were the number of products/services/technologies introduced by the firm
in the last 5 years, number of patents introduced in the last 5 years, and perceived
innovation. Overall, the multiple regression model did not predict a significant amount of
variance in the number of new products/ services/technologies (R2 = 0.04, F[3, 317] = 0.41,
p = .75) and number of patents (R2 = 0.001, F[3, 317] = 0.063, p = .98). The multiple
regression model did not predict a significant amount of variance in the perceived
innovation, R2 = .02, F(3, 317) = 1.61, p = .19. However, Darwinian (𝛽 = .17, t = 2.07, p =
.039) and communitarian (𝛽 = .19, t = 2.00, p = .046) identities significantly predicted
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perceived innovation. This suggests that entrepreneurs with stronger Darwinian and
Communitarian identities tend to be more innovative.

Table 5
Models Tested
Predictor

Outcome = number of
products/services/
technologies

Outcome = number of
patents

Outcome = perceived
innovation

B

SE B

β

B

SE B

β

B

SE B

β

Darwinian

-.058

.108

-.045

.045

.105

.036

.202

.097

.171*

Communitarian

.009

.147

.006

.043

.143

.029

.266

.133

.192*

Missionary

.078

.132

.043

.018

.128

.010

.172

.120

.105

R2

.004

.001

.015

Note. *p < .05

All analyses were repeated using gender and age as control variables, but the results
remained the same with respect to the effect of identity type. However, a significant effect
of

a

dummy-coded

variable

comparing

women

and

men

in

predicting

products/services/technologies introduced by the firm over the last 5 years emerged, 𝛽 =
.13, t = 2.37, p = .018. This result implies that women reported introducing significantly
more products/services/technologies in their firms than men.

50
Hypotheses 4, 5, and 6: Complexity of Financing Methods

The effect of identity type on complexity of financing methods (Hypotheses 4, 5,
and 6) was tested using a multiple regression model, with the identity types as predictors
and the number of financing methods used by the participants as the outcome (see Table
6). Overall, the model did not predict significant variance in the outcome, R2 = 0.08, F(3,
317) = 0.83, p = .48. Therefore, identity type had no impact on the complexity of financing
methods. This regression analysis was repeated using gender and age as control variables,
but the results remained the same.

Table 6
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Complexity of Financing Methods
B

SE B

β

Darwinian

.144

.221

.054

Communitarian

.439

.301

.140

Missionary

.266

.271

.072

Predictor

R2

.008

Note. N = 321. None of the predictors were statistically significant.

Hypothesis 7: Commitment

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to verify the factor structure of the
four-item commitment scale. A single-factor model proposed by Welsch and Pistrui (1993)
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was tested, with maximum likelihood used to estimate model parameters and fit indices.
The fit indices showed that this model had good fit, χ2 = 8.245, df = 2, p = 0.016, CFI =
0.961, NFI = 0.951, RMSEA = 0.099, SRMR = 0.037. Thus, there were no alternate models
tested.
The effect of identity type on commitment to entrepreneurship (Hypothesis 7) was
tested using a multiple regression model, with the identity types as predictors and
commitment as the outcome (see Table 7). This model predicted a highly significant 4.5%
of variance in commitment, F(3, 317) = 4.97, p = .002. Specifically, the Darwinian identity
type positively predicted commitment controlling for the other predictors, 𝛽 = 0.30, t =
3.65, p < .001. Communitarian (𝛽 = 0.17, t = 1.83, p = .07) and missionary (𝛽 = 0.09, t =
1.27, p = .21) identities had no significant effect on commitment when controlling for the
other predictors. Repeating the regression analysis using gender and age as control
variables produced the same results.

Table 7
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Commitment
B

SE B

β

Darwinian

.229

.063

.295***

Communitarian

.157

.086

.173

Missionary

.098

.077

.091

Predictor

R2
Note. N = 321. **p < .01, ***p < .001

.045**
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Quantitative Results: Demographics

The descriptive statistics of the sample showed that the veterans were primarily
male (55%; see Table 8), aligning with the literature showing that more men serve in the
U.S. military than women (U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, 2013). However,
according to the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (2018) population model estimates,
by 2046 the share of female veterans is expected to increase by approximately 18%. The
number of female veterans is also projected to increase slightly, from around two million
in 2021 to approximately 2.2 million in 2046. In contrast, the number of male veterans is
expected to drop from about 17 million in 2021 to around 10.3 million in 2046.

Table 8
Gender
Participant

Category

N

Percentage

1

Male

176

54.70%

2

Female

39

12.10%

3

Nonbinary/third gender

3

0.90%

4

Prefer to self-describe

2

0.60%

Missing

102

31.70%
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The primary branch of the military represented in the sample was the Army at 31%,
followed by the Navy at 15%, Air Force at 12%, Marines at 9%, and Coast Guard at 2%
(see Table 9).

Table 9
Branch of Service
Participant

Category

N

Percentage

1

Air Force

39

12.10%

2

Army

99

30.70%

3

Coast Guard

7

2.20%

4

Marine Corps

30

9.30%

5

Navy

47

14.60%

6

Other (e.g., Public Health Service, the
Environmental Services Administration, the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, U.S. Merchant Marines)

3

0.90%

7

Prefer not to answer

1

0.30%

Missing

96

29.80%

Race demographics indicated multiple ethnicities, including Caucasian (47%),
African Americans (8%), and Hispanic Americans (3%; see Table 10).
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Table 10
Race/Ethnicity
Participant

Category

N

Percentage

1

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

1

0.30%

2

Black or African American

24

7.50%

3

White, Anglo, or Caucasian

151

46.90%

5

Asian

5

1.60%

6

A combination of two or more

9

2.80%

7

Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin

11

3.40%

8

Other race/ethnicity

14

4.30%

9

Prefer not to answer

3

0.90%

10

American Indian or Alaska Native

2

0.60%

Missing

102

31.70%

The largest age group of veterans in the sample was between 36-45 years (see Table
11). However, according to data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Survey of Business
Owners (Sobota & Lichtenstein, 2012), a majority of veteran business owners are 55 years
and over.
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Table 11
Age
Participant

Age

N

Percentage

1

18–25 years

1

0.30%

2

26–35 years

32

9.90%

3

36–45 years

64

19.90%

4

46–55 years

52

16.10%

5

56–65 years

48

14.90%

6

66–75 years

22

6.80%

7

76 years or older

1

0.30%

Missing

102

31.70%

The top five states reported by veterans from the sample were California, Florida,
Texas, New York, and Ohio (see Table 12).
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Table 12
Location
State

Count

Percent

California

34

16.19

Florida

23

10.95

Texas

17

8.10

New York

12

5.71

Ohio

11

5.24

Georgia

7

3.33

Michigan

7

3.33

A majority of veterans in the sample were in the following industries: (a)
construction, (b) professional, scientific, or technical services, (c) retail trade, and (d) arts,
entertainment, or recreation (see Table 13). However, according to Eha (2013), a large
percentage of veteran-owned businesses in the United States are in the following industries:
(a) finance and insurance, (b) transportation and warehousing, (c) mining and oil and gas,
and (d) construction.
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Table 13
Industry
Industry

Frequency

%

Forestry, fishing, hunting, or agriculture
support

8

2.5

Real estate or rental and leasing

9

2.8

Professional, scientific, or technical
services

27

8.4

Utilities

4

1.2

Management of companies or enterprises

10

3.1

Construction

67

20.8

Administration, support, waste
management, or remediation services

5

1.6

Manufacturing

16

5

Educational services

9

2.8

Wholesale trade

17

5.3

Health care or social assistance

10

3.1

Retail trade

24

7.5

Arts, entertainment, or recreation

22

6.8

Transportation or warehousing

9

2.8

Hospitality or food service

10

3.1

Information

12

3.7
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Industry

Frequency

%

Other services (except public
administration)

8

2.0

Finance or insurance

14

4.3

Other, please specify

39

12.1

Total

320

99.4

2

0.6

322

100

Missing
Total

In terms of education, almost 20% of the participants held bachelor’s degree (e.g.,
BA, BS), and 12% held master’s degree (e.g., MA, MS, MEng; see Table 14).
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Table 14
Education
Participant

Category

N

Percentage

2

One or more years of college credit, but no degree

26

8.10%

3

Prefer not to answer

1

0.30%

4

High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent
(for example: GED)

15

4.70%

5

Some college credit, but less than one year of
earned college credit

24

7.50%

6

Trade/technical/vocational training

18

5.60%

7

Associate degree (e.g., AA, AS)

21

6.50%

8

Bachelor’s degree (e.g., BA, BS)

63

19.60%

9

Master’s degree (e.g., MA, MS, MEng, MEd,
MSW, MBA)

38

11.80%

10

Professional degree (e.g., MD, DDS, DVM, LLB,
JD)

7

2.20%

11

Doctorate degree (e.g., PhD, EdD, DBA)

7

2.20%

Missing

102

31.70%

Missing

For years of service, 29% of the sample served 4–7 years, 20% served 0–3 years,
and 3% served 20 or more years (see Table 15).
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Table 15
Years of Service
Participant

Category

N

Percentage

1

0–3 years

66

20.50%

2

4–7 years

93

28.90%

3

8–12 years

40

12.40%

4

13–20 years

16

5.00%

5

20+ years

11

3.40%

Missing

96

29.80%

For the type of business entity legal status, 62% of the participants held sole
proprietorships, 14% had partnerships, and 13% led limited liability companies (see Table
16).
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Table 16
Types of Business Owned
Participant

Category

N

Percentage

1

Sole proprietorship

199

61.80%

2

Partnership

45

14.00%

3

Subchapter S corporation

11

3.40%

4

Corporation

21

6.50%

5

Limited liability company

42

13.00%

6

Other

2

0.60%

Missing

2

0.60%

Most participants were active-duty military (n = 23), followed by spouse/partner of
a veteran (n = 20) and reserve (n = 19; see Table 17).
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Table 17
Military Affiliation
Category

n

Active duty

23

Reserve

19

National Guard

12

Veteran

222

Spouse/partner of an active-duty service member

10

Spouse/partner of a service member in the National Guard

7

Spouse/partner of a service member in the Reserves

5

Spouse/partner of a veteran

20

Spouse/partner of a retiree

14

Other

4

Missing

29

Note. The total exceeds 322 because some people selected more than one option.
In terms of funding, 29% of the participants used a single source of funding (one
source of capital), 13% used dual financing (two sources of capital), and 23% used complex
financing (three or more sources; see Table 18).
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Table 18
Funding Sources – Number of Funding Sources Used
Number of funding sources used

N

Percentage

1

93

28.9

2

41

12.7

3

22

6.8

4

10

3.1

5

8

2.5

6

1

0.3

7

3

0.9

8

3

0.9

9

3

0.9

10

10

3.1

11

14

4.3

Missing

112

The top five funding sources reported by the sample participants were: (a) savings,
(b) bank loans, (c) personal loan, (d) credit card, and (e) parent/friend (see Tables 19 and
20).
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Table 19
Funding Sources – Number of Times Used
Funding source

Number of times used

Savings

178

Bank loans

75

Mortgage

41

Partner contribution

50

Personal loan

59

Parent/friend

54

Grant

36

Crowdfunding

32

Venture capital

38

Angel investor

38

Credit card

58

Other

18
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Table 20
Funding Sources – Mean/Standard Deviation
N

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

Personal savings

210

0

100

52.8667

40.44633

Bank loans

210

0

100

9.4714

19.24736

Mortgage of own assets

210

0

100

2.4667

8.29488

Partners contributions

210

0

100

3.9476

12.18015

Personal loan

210

0

100

4.5619

11.81024

Parents/relatives/friends

210

0

100

4.8429

13.68858

Grants (government or private)

210

0

70

2.1048

7.0452

Crowdfunding

210

0

100

2.1619

8.55114

Venture capital

210

0

50

1.9143

5.37158

Angel/private investors

210

0

100

2.8238

9.34006

Credit card

210

0

100

6.0143

14.61875

Other, please specify

210

0

100

6.8238

24.57354

Missing

112
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Discussion

This study makes a significant contribution to the field of entrepreneurship related
to the social identity of veteran entrepreneurs. The study was an exploration of the role of
an entrepreneur’s social identity and, contrary to the hypothesis, the results showed the
founders’ social identity of veteran entrepreneurs was primarily Darwinian. Second, the
findings indicated that entrepreneurs with Darwinian founders’ identity possess stronger
entrepreneurial commitment than communitarian and missionary social identity types. The
results of this study add to the entrepreneur literature with an investigation of how
founders’ identity can influence veteran entrepreneurs.

Veterans as Darwinians

Darwinian, communitarian, and missionary social identities have a positive and
significant influence on founders and their ventures (Brändle et al., 2018; Crudu, 2019;
Hand et al., 2020). The analysis showed that participants were significantly more likely to
identify with Darwinism than communitarian or missionary social identity types.
Darwinian social identity is a fundamental level of entrepreneurs’ social identity.
Founders with a Darwinian identity represent the “classic entrepreneur” with the primary
goal of establishing a strong and successful business and ensuring its success (Van Praag,
1999). Darwinians are those following the “survival of the fittest” concept; hence, firms
continue to exist because they abide by the natural laws of competition. Darwinian
entrepreneurs adopt this approach for almost any entrepreneurial activity, relentlessly
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pursuing entrepreneurial endeavors for business survival and success (Sieger et al., 2016).
Although a few might suffer, the entrepreneurial effort will benefit by eliminating the
inefficient (Miesing & Preble, 1985).
Darwin’s theory of evolution suggests that the battle for victory favors the
individuals who best adjust to their shifting environment (Darwin & Costa, 2009).
Subsequently, Darwinians are creatures of the business environment. They adjust to
survive and thrive over their competition, which is a critical trait of entrepreneurs (Lambkin
& Day, 1989). Therefore, the business model is based on survival, profit intensification,
rivalry, self-interest, and the capability to deal with economic inescapability (Miesing &
Preble, 1985). Those who do not adjust are not likely to endure. The Darwinian concept
excludes weak performers and elevates great performers, leading to an aggregate increase
in effective adaptations over time. The military prepares service personnel with the
motivation and attitudes needed to win in the battlefield. Weak soldiers, such as those who
are inadequately trained, undisciplined, and inadequate marksmen, are more likely to be
eliminated (killed or captured) than well-trained, disciplined soldiers who are good
marksmen (Johnson, 2009). Service personnel are trained to lead and be ready to handle
crises. They can calculate risk. Military grounding prepares individuals to adapt to
unpredictable and uncertain situations (Heinz et al., 2017), which is crucial for business
and fits the Darwinian classification. In contrast, individuals with communitarian and
missionary social identities primarily pursue social entrepreneurship to achieve their social
aims (Ko & Kim, 2020; Wry & York, 2017). In particular, missionary social identity has
substantial connotations to enterprise innovations with a political mission (Smith &
Woodworth, 2012).
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Social identity theory aids in clarifying the multiformity of entrepreneurial
activities with founders’ Darwinian social identity influencing a business’s success directly
and through effectuation (de la Cruz et al., 2018), internal and external audience
expectation (Zuzul & Tripsas, 2020), and nascent entrepreneurial behaviors (Seibert et al.,
2021). In this way, founders’ Darwinian social identity influences their priorities for their
firm and business strategies (Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2011). Founders’ Darwinian
social identity is critical in evaluating firm development, including innovation (Smith &
Woodworth, 2012), social orientations (Ko & Kim, 2020; Pan et al., 2019), and any
decisions made amid or to eliminate ambiguity (Alsos et al., 2016). The training veterans
receive in the military is undoubtedly effective for the founders when starting a business
or managing an existing enterprise (Fugle, 2014) and aligns with the Darwinian social
identity.

Veterans’ Entrepreneurial Commitment

Commitment is the source of the salience and significance attached to the social
identities of veteran entrepreneurs. In an analysis of the effect of social identity type on the
commitment to entrepreneurship, the Darwinian social identity type positively predicted
commitment when controlling for the other predictors. Darwinians are ambitious
entrepreneurs, and the founders who engage in high-growth-oriented enterprises possess
strong entrepreneurial commitment (Gundry & Welsch, 2001). Commitment is the driving
force behind a Darwinian entrepreneur. Military competencies depend greatly on
commitment. Service members must be committed to serving their country, the service,
their unit, other task force members, and the mission they are undertaking (Johansen et al.,
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2014). Veterans’ commitment to the military and its mission is a powerful indicator of their
commitment to entrepreneurial activities.
Commitment capabilities help entrepreneurs with the drive and motivation to move
ahead with business (Man & Lau, 2000). According to Chandler and Jansen (1992),
commitment competencies are the capacities that drive entrepreneurs into viable
operations. With ties to the social networks that constructed the identity, “Commitment is
measured by the costs of giving up meaningful relationships with others should persons
pursue an alternative course of action in situations in which they are expected to play out
a role in a given network” (Stryker, 2007, p.11). Entrepreneurs with Darwinian founders’
social identities are generally associated with the roles of traditional business-oriented
transactional activities. Entrepreneurs in this category focus their attention on establishing
strong and profitable firms (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Darwinians value a professional,
business-oriented, transactional approach to creating and running a firm and managing
their firms according to solid business principles. Darwinians conduct rigorous product and
market characteristics assessments before making decisions (EstradaCruz et al., 2019).
Darwinians’ focus and commitment to achieve and succeed is likely because commitment
is a prominent characteristic of military organizations (Popper, 1996). The Darwinian’s
entrepreneurial commitment is a strong desire to create a disciplined behavior, which
personifies the values and culture of military personnel.
Resilience in commitment is a frequently cited component critical for a successful
organization or entrepreneur to succeed in entrepreneurial endeavors (Gonzalez-López et
al., 2019). Veterans develop resilience and effective responses to stress (Adler & Saboe,
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2017; Haynie, 2016; McGeary, 2011) in their military training and can adapt to changes
quickly in stressful environments with limited resources.

Conclusion

This study was an examination of the influence of founders’ social identity—
Darwinian, communitarian, and missionary—and its relation to innovation, financing
patterns, and entrepreneurial commitment. This study contributes to the field of
entrepreneurship related to the social identity of veteran entrepreneurs. Although scholars
have identified entrepreneurial social identity as an essential factor in entrepreneurs’
actions (Alsos et al., 2016; de la Cruz et al., 2018), none have addressed social identity in
the context of veteran founders’ social identity. To fill this gap, this study focused on the
founders’ social identity of veteran entrepreneurs.
This study offers practical implications for researchers, practitioners, and scholars.
The results show the importance of identifying the differences in veteran entrepreneurs’
social identities and how they impact venture creation and outcomes. These differences
indicate that policymakers and advisors engaging with firms should not view all
entrepreneurs as motivated by the same goals, such as achieving financial self-interest,
establishing deep community relationships, or acting as agents of change. Instead, the
structure for influencing founders differs based on the social identity of the veteran
entrepreneur. Therefore, the founders’ entrepreneurial actions and outcomes depend on
their social identity and motives. Failure to consider these variations could result in
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misguided recommendations and enticements for entrepreneurs, leading to inferior
outcomes.
The findings of this study can aid in future entrepreneurship education that foster
the use of social identities in decision-making and new firm development related to veteran
entrepreneurs. Veteran entrepreneurs’ social identity could be considered when evaluating
the degree of entrepreneurship, commitment and focus in leading a new enterprise, and
overall business performance.
Several researchers have recommended organizing and conducting training
programs to help veteran entrepreneurs develop new business concepts and related business
strategies. Entrepreneurial social identity is an important element in the entrepreneurial
process; therefore, educational and training programs would benefit from categorizing
potential entrepreneurs by entrepreneurial social identities—Darwinian, communitarian,
and missionary—in association with the venture idea business development process for a
veteran to pursue a career in entrepreneurship.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

This study had several limitations. First, recruiting the participants through
Centiment and SC Consulting meant targeting limited participants and procuring a low
sample size. Second, future researchers could conduct longitudinal studies on
entrepreneurial social identities and causation processes to examine entrepreneurial and
firm performance. Third, driving this study were Fauchart and Gruber’s (2011) social
entrepreneurial identities—Darwinian, communitarian, and missionary—which represent
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only one way of distinguishing identity types. Future researchers might consider hybrid
identities, combining different elements of the pure types to investigate founder behaviors
and firm performance. Fourth, the study found that the Darwinian social identity had a
significant impact on veteran founders’ identity. To expand on this result, future
researchers should examine the structures influencing the varying founders’ identities and
the entrepreneurial actions and outcomes. Fifth, because the results strongly indicated that
Darwinians possess strong entrepreneurial commitment, scholars should examine the
influence of normative commitment, affective commitment, and continuous commitment
on the founders’ social identity of the veteran entrepreneur. Sixth, research indicates that
entrepreneurial identity is neither balanced nor permanent but evolving (Leitch et al.,
2013). As entrepreneurs, the founders could develop their entrepreneurial identities over
time (Jain et al., 2009). It would be noteworthy to examine if the alterations occur within
the social identities or if the founders can transform from one social identity category into
another (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011) as the venture evolves. Comparably, it would be
noteworthy to perform follow-up research to examine if entrepreneurial performance shifts,
along with differences in social identity. Seventh, the women in this study reported
introducing significantly more products/services/technologies into their firms than men.
Due to the strong correlations between innovation and technology with masculinity
(Wajcman, 2010), women are seen as less innovative than men (Marlow & McAdam,
2013). A suggestion for future inquiry is to investigate the current state of gender
stereotypes and how gender and innovation intersect, and the factors influencing women
veterans to innovate and introduce more new products and services. Finally, this research
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did not compare veteran entrepreneurs to nonveteran entrepreneurs. Future comparative
research aimed at understanding if any significant variations exist would be worthwhile.
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Appendix A

Veteran Entrepreneurs Survey
Survey Flow
Standard: Introduction (2 Questions)
Block: Social Identity Questions (4 Questions)
Standard: Entrepreneurial Commitment (4 Questions)
Standard: Entrepreneurial Business Characteristics (14 Questions)
Standard: Military Service (5 Questions)
Standard: Innovation (4 Questions)
Standard: Financing Patterns (2 Questions)
Standard: Demographic Characteristics (7 Questions)
Standard: Final Thoughts (1 Question)
Page Break
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Start of Block: Introduction

Q69
Purpose of Study:
This study is being conducted by a student in the Doctorate in Business
Administration (DBA) program at DePaul University. The study seeks to gather your
information as a veteran entrepreneur to learn about how your entrepreneurial preferences,
decisions and outcomes, and how your founder identity may be influencing your
enterprising activities. This information is collected to improve entrepreneurial experiences
and outcomes for military-affiliated individuals.
Time:
The survey will take approximately 10 to 12 minutes to complete.
Confidentiality:
The information that you provide is collected confidentially. No personal
information capable of identifying any individual will be collected and all information will
be stored and analyzed in a confidential fashion. The data resulting from this research will
be reported and made public but with absolutely no identifying information about study
participants.
Voluntary Participation:
Your participation is entirely voluntary and you may exit the survey at any time.
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Available Sources of Information:
If you have questions about this study, please contact Edward Papabathini at
312.265.1818, edward.papabathini@depaul.edu. If you have concerns or complaints about
your rights as a research participant, please contact the DePaul University Institutional
Review Board at 312.362.7574.
Q70 Authorization: Selecting the "Agree" option below indicates that,
1. You have read the above information.
2. You voluntarily agree to participate.
3. You are at least 18 years of age.

o Agree
o Disagree
Skip To: End of Survey If Authorization: Selecting the "Agree" option below indicates
that, 1. You have read the above in... = Disagree
End of Block: Introduction

Start of Block: Social Identity Questions
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Q71 Please choose one response for each of the questions below.

Q1 I will create my firm in order…

o ...to advance my career in the business world.
o ...to solve a specific problem for a group of people that I strongly identify with
(e.g., friends, colleagues, club, community).

o ...to play a proactive role in changing how the world operates.
o ...to make money and become rich.
o ...to play a proactive role in shaping the activities of a group of people that I
strongly identify with.

o ...to solve a societal problem that private businesses usually fail to address (e.g.,
social injustice, destruction of environment).
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Q2 As a firm founder, it will be very important to me…

o ...to operate my firm on the basis of solid management practices.
o ...to have thoroughly analyzed the financial prospects of my business.
o ...to provide a product/service that is useful to a group of people that I strongly
identify with (e.g., friends, colleagues, club, community).

o ...to be able to express to my customers that I fundamentally share their views,
interests, and values.

o ...to be a highly responsible citizen of our world.
o ...to make the world a “better place” (e.g., by pursuing social justice, protecting
the environment).

120
Q4 When managing my firm, it will be very important to me…

o ...to have a strong focus on what my firm can achieve vis-à-vis the competition.
o ...to establish a strong competitive advantage and significantly outperform other
firms in my domain

o ...to have a strong focus on a group of people that I strongly identify with (e.g.,
friends, colleagues, club, community).

o ...to support and advance a group of people that I strongly identify with.
o ...to have a strong focus on what the firm is able to achieve for society-at-large.
o ...to convince others that private firms are indeed able to address the type of
societal challenges that my firm addresses (e.g., social justice, environmental
protection).

End of Block: Social Identity Questions

Start of Block: Entrepreneurial Commitment
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Q81 Owning my own business is more important than spending time with my family or
other personal activities.

o Strongly Disagree
o Disagree
o Neutral
o Agree
o Strongly Agree
Q82 There is no limit as to how long I would give a maximum effort to establish my
business.

o Strongly Disagree
o Disagree
o Neutral
o Agree
o Strongly Agree

122
Q83 I would rather own my own business than pursue another promising career.

o Strongly Disagree
o Disagree
o Neutral
o Agree
o Strongly Agree
Q84 My personal philosophy is to do “whatever it takes” to establish my own business.

o Strongly Disagree
o Disagree
o Neutral
o Agree
o Strongly Agree
End of Block: Entrepreneurial Commitment

Start of Block: Entrepreneurial Business Characteristics
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Q12 Which of the following best describes your business:

o Forestry, fishing, hunting or agriculture support
o Real estate or rental and leasing
o Professional, scientific or technical services
o Utilities
o Management of companies or enterprises
o Construction
o Admin, support, waste management or remediation services
o Manufacturing
o Educational services
o Wholesale trade
o Health care or social assistance
o Retail trade
o Arts, entertainment or recreation
o Transportation or warehousing
o Hospitality or food service
o Information
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o Other services (except public administration)
o Finance or insurance
o Other, please specify:
________________________________________________

Q31 Check the method that describes how you came to own your business:

o Purchase
o Originate
o Inherit
o Other, please specify:
________________________________________________
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Q32 Is your business a:

o Sole Proprietorship
o Partnership
o Subchapter S Corporation
o Corporation
o Limited Liability Company
o Other, please specify:
________________________________________________

Q33 What is your percentage of ownership?

o 1 to 25%
o 26% to 50%
o 51% to 75%
o 75% to 100%
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Q18 What is your current employment status?

o Working for my own business full-time
o Working for my own business part-time
o Working as an independent contractor or freelancer full-time
o Working as an independent contractor or freelancer part-time
o Other, please specify:
________________________________________________

Q34 How many hours per week do you devote to your business:

o Less than 20 hours
o 21 to 40 hours
o 41 to 50 hours
o More than 51 hours
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Q48 What is your average annual gross sales based upon your 3 most recent operating
years?

o Less than $50,000
o $50,001 to $100,000
o $100,001 to $250,000
o $250,001 to $500,000
o $500,001 to $1 Million
o $1 Million to $5 Million
o More than $5 Million
Q35 What is the estimated gross sales in the current operating year?

o Less than $100,000
o $100,001 to $250,000
o $250,001 to $500,000
o $500,001 to $1 Million
o $1 Million to $5 Million
o More than $5 Million
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Q49 What is the estimated average annual gross sales based upon the 3 next operating
years?

o Less than $100,000
o $100,001 to $250,000
o $250,001 to $500,000
o $500,001 to $1 Million
o $1 Million to $5 Million
o More than $5 Million
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Q10 Please indicate the number of FTE employees in your firm during the last calendar
year:

o0
o 1-4
o 5-9
o 10-19
o 20-49
o 50-99
o 100-249
o 250-499
o 500-999
o 1000 or more
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Q29 Please indicate the number of FTE employees in your firm during the current
calendar year:

o 1-4
o 5-9
o 10-19
o 20-49
o 50-99
o 100-249
o 250-499
o 500-999
o 1000 or more

131
Q30 Please estimate the number of FTE employees in your firm within the next three
years:

o 1-4
o 5-9
o 10-19
o 20-49
o 50-99
o 100-249
o 250-499
o 500-999
o 1000 or more
Q66 In what state/territory do you currently live/work, in respect to your primary
entrepreneurial activities?
▼ Alabama (1) ... I do not reside in the United States
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Q9 Which statement best describes your current employment status?

o Working (paid employee)
o Working (self-employed)
o Not working (temporary layoff from a job)
o Not working (looking for work)
o Not working (retired)
o Not working (disabled)
o Not working (other)
________________________________________________

o Prefer not to answer
End of Block: Entrepreneurial Business Characteristics

Start of Block: Military Service

Q47 What is the age of your business?
▼ 0 - 2 years (1) ... 7+ years

133
Q36 Which of the following best describes your current military status and or affiliation?

o Active Duty
o National Guard
o Reserve
o Veteran
o Retiree
o Spouse/Partner of an active duty service member
o Spouse/Partner of a service member in the National Guard
o Spouse/Partner of a service member in the Reserves
o Spouse/Partner of a veteran
o Spouse/Partner of a retiree
o Other, Please Specify:
________________________________________________

Q37 To what branch of the service do you/did you most recently belong?
▼ Air Force (1) ... Prefer not to answer
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Q38 What is/was your current rank/highest rank achieved?
▼ E1 (1) ... Other, Please Specify:

Q52 How long did you serve in the military?
▼ 0 - 3 years (1) ... 20+ years

End of Block: Military Service

Start of Block: Innovation

Q54 The management of my firm favors a strong emphasis on R&D, technological
leadership, and innovations
▼ Strongly Agree (1) ... Strongly disagree

Q55 The management of my firm favors a strong emphasis on experimentation and
original approaches to problem solving
▼ Strongly Agree (1) ... Strongly disagree

Q56 How many products, services or technologies has your firm introduced in the last 5
years
▼ 0 (1) ... 15+
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Q57 How many patents has your firm introduced in the last 5 years
▼ 0 (1) ... 5+

End of Block: Innovation

Start of Block: Financing Patterns

Q59 Please identify all your sources of start-up capital

▢

Personal Savings

▢

Mortgage of Own Assets

▢

Partners Contributions

▢

Personal Loan

▢

Parents/Relatives/Friends

▢

Grants (government or private)

▢

Crowdfunding

▢

Venture Capital

▢

Angel/Private Investors
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Q80 If you have any other sources of capital, please mention below

o Other ________________________________________________
End of Block: Financing Patterns
Start of Block: Demographic Characteristics

Q22 Which category best describes your race/ethnicity? Please select only one.

o American Indian or Alaska Native
o Asian
o Black or African American
o Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin
o Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
o White, Anglo, or Caucasian
o Other Race/Ethnicity, please specify:
________________________________________________

o A combination of two or more, please specify:
________________________________________________

o Prefer not to answer
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Q16 What is your gender?

o Male
o Female
o Non-Binary/Third Gender
o Prefer to Self Describe:
________________________________________________

o Prefer not to answer
Q61 What is your age?
▼ 18 - 25 years (1) ... 76 years or older
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Q19 What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently
enrolled, please select the highest degree you have received so far.

o High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (for example: GED)
o Some college credit, but less than one year of earned college credit
o One or more years of college credit, but no degree
o Trade/technical/vocational training
o Associate degree (for example: AA, AS)
o Bachelor’s degree (for example: BA, BS)
o Master’s degree (for example: MA, MS, MEng, MEd, MSW, MBA)
o Professional degree (for example MD, DDS, DVM, LLB, JD)
o Doctorate degree (for example PhD, EdD, DBA)
o Other, please specify:
________________________________________________

o Prefer not to answer
Q62 Please describe your area of study:
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________

Q17 What is your marital status?

o Single, Never Married
o Married/Domestic Partnership
o Separated
o Divorced
o Widowed
o Other, please specify:
________________________________________________

o Prefer not to answer
Q67 What is your current 5-digit zip code (if outside the U.S., please leave blank)?

o 5 digit zip code ________________________________________________
End of Block: Demographic Characteristics

Start of Block: Final Thoughts
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Q69 Please share any additional information and comments about how your military
experience impacted your entrepreneurial career:
________________________________________________________________

End of Block: Final Thoughts
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